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Group	 Pre-2007	 2007-2010	 2010-2015	 2015	onwards	
Federal	 3	 9	 7	 1	
State	 3	 16	 25	 1	
Health	Prof	 9	 5	 12	 0	
Community	 6	 9	 9	 3	
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Belief	 Level	 Pre	2007	 2007-10	 2010-15	 2015/16	
Coordination	of	care	 PC	 F,	H,	C	 S	 S,	H	 	








PC	 M	 C	 C	 C	
Safety	and	sustainability	 DC	 S,	H	 F,	S,	H	 F.	S	 	
Centralisation	versus	
maintenance	of	services	
SA	 H,	C	 	 	 M	
Multidisciplinary	Care	
(MDC)	
SA	 H	 S	 	 	
Equity	and	access	 DC	 F,	S,	H	 C	 C	 S,	C,	M	
Politically-driven	change	 PC	 	 	 H,	C	 M	
Staff	skills	 SA	 F	 	 S,	M	 	
Duplication	of	services	 SA	 S	 	 H	 	
Recruitment	and	
retention	of	staff	
SA	 S,	H	 S,	H	 S,	H,	M	 	
Health	budgets	 SA	 S	 F	 H	 F	
Community	
expectations	
PC	 	 F,	C,	M	 F,	S,	C,	M	 C	

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































	 	 f	(%)	 f	(%)	
Safety	and	sustainability		 DC	 6	(40)	 2	(8.7)	
Recruitment	and	retention	of	staff	 SA	 9	(60)	 0	(0)	
Communication		 DC	 5	(33)	 3	(13)	
Equity	 DC	 4	(26.7)	 0	(0)	
Continuity	of	care	 PC	 3	(20)	 0	(0)	
Health	literacy	 PC	 3	(20)	 0	(0)	
Travel,	transport	 PC	 11	(73.3)	 8	(34.8)	
Power	of	doctors	 PC	 1	(6.7)	 3	(13)	
Politically	driven	change	 PC	 11	(73.3)	 0	(0)	
Other	funding	priorities	 PC	 3	(20)	 0	(0)	
Centralisation	 SA	 6	(40)	 1	(4.3)	
Community	expectations	 PC	 8	(53.5)	 0	(0)	
Media	 DC	 3	(20)	 0	(0)	
Support	services-formal	 SA	 1	(6.7)	 6	(26.1)	
Independence		 DC	 0	(0)	 9	(39.1)	
Misdiagnosis	 SA	 0	(0)	 5	(21.7)	
Incorrect,	or	lack	of	information	 SA	 0	(0)	 5	(21.7)	
Negative	experiences	with	health	system	 SA	 0	(0)	 7	(30.4)	
Family	support	 DC	 1	(6.7)	 4	(17.4)	
Health	budgets,	resources	 SA	 4	(26.7)	 1	(4.3)	
Skill	of	doctors	 SA	 1	(6.7)	 2	(8.7)	
Personalities,	relationships	with	staff	 DC	 0	(0)	 12	(52.2)	
Assertiveness	 DC	 0	(0)	 5	(21.7)	



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Tablel. Structure  of  belief sys tems of  policy elites a. 
145 
Deep (normative) core Near (policy) core Secondary aspects 
Defining Fundamental normative Fundamental policy posi- Instrumental decisions 
characteristics and ontological axioms tions concerning the basic and information 
strategies for achieving searches necessary to 
normative axioms of deep implement policy core. 
core. 
Scope Part of basic personal Applies to policy area of Specific to policy/ 
philosophy. Applies to interest (and perhaps a few subsystem of interest. 
all policy areas, more). 
Susceptibility to Very difficult; akin to a Difficult, but can occur if Moderately easy; this is 
change religious conversion, experience reveals serious the topic of most admin- 
anomalies, istrative and even legis- 
lative policy-making 
Illustrative 1) The nature of man 1) Proper scope of govern- 1) Most decisions con- 
components i) Inherently evil mental vs. market cerning administra- 
vs. socially activity, tive rules, budgetary 
redeemable. 2) Proper distribution of allocations, disposi- 
ii) Part of nature authority among various tion of cases, 
vs. dominion units (e.g. levels) of statutory interpre- 
over nature, government, tation, and even 
iii) Narrow egoists 3) Identification of social statutory revision. 
vs. contrac- groups whose welfare is 2) Information con- 
tarians, most critical, cerning program 
2) Relative priority of 4) Orientation on substan- performance, the 
various ultimate rive policy conflicts, e.g. seriousness of the 
values: freedom, environmental protec- problems, etc. 
security, power, tion vs. economic devel- 
knowledge, health, opment. 
love, beauty, etc. 5) Magnitude of perceived 
3) Basic criteria of threat to those values. 
distributive justice: 6) Basic choices concern- 
Whose welfare ing policy instruments, 
counts? Relative e.g. coercion vs. induce- 
weights of self, ments vs. persuasion. 
primary groups, all 7) Desirability of participa- 
people, future tion by various segments 
generations, non- of society: 
human beings, etc. i) Public vs. elite 
participation. 
ii) Experts vs. elected 
officials. 
8) Ability of society to 
solve problems in this 
policy area: 
i) Zero-sum competi- 
tion vs. potential for 
mutual accomoda- 
tion. 
ii) Technological opti- 
mism vs. pessimism. 
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REF NO: H0015396 
TITLE:  Cancer services in NW Tasmania: the policy impacts. How 
does public policy affect accessibility of cancer services in 
North West Tasmania and how does this affect the experiences 






The Tasmanian Health and Medical Human Research Ethics Committee considered and 




Please ensure that all investigators involved with this project have cited the approved 
versions of the documents listed within this letter and use only these versions in 
conducting this research project. 
 
This approval constitutes ethical clearance by the Health and Medical HREC.  The 
decision and authority to commence the associated research may be dependent on 
factors beyond the remit of the ethics review process. For example, your research may 
need ethics clearance from other organisations or review by your research governance 
coordinator or Head of Department.  It is your responsibility to find out if the approvals of 
other bodies or authorities are required. It is recommended that the proposed research 
should not commence until you have satisfied these requirements. 
 
All committees operating under the Human Research Ethics Committee (Tasmania) 
Network are registered and required to comply with the National Statement on the Ethical 
Conduct in Human Research (NHMRC 2007 updated 2014).  
Therefore, the Chief Investigator’s responsibility is to ensure that: 
(1) The individual researcher’s protocol complies with the HREC approved 
protocol. 
(2) Modifications to the protocol do not proceed until approval is obtained in writing 
from the HREC.  Please note that all requests for changes to approved documents must 
include a version number and date when submitted for review by the HREC. 
(3) Section 5.5.3 of the National Statement states: 
Researchers have a significant responsibility in monitoring approved research 
as they are in the best position to observe any adverse events or unexpected 
outcomes.  They should report such events or outcomes promptly to the 
relevant institution/s and ethical review body/ies and take prompt steps to deal 
with any unexpected risks. 
The appropriate forms for reporting such events in relation to clinical and non-clinical 
trials and innovations can be located at the website below. All adverse events must be 
reported regardless of whether or not the event, in your opinion, is a direct effect of the 




(4) All research participants must be provided with the current Patient Information Sheet 
and Consent Form, unless otherwise approved by the Committee. 
(5) The Committee is notified if any investigators are added to, or cease 
involvement with, the project. 
(6) This study has approval for four years contingent upon annual review.  A 
Progress Report is to be provided on the anniversary date of your approval. 
Your first report is due 9 February 2017. You will be sent a courtesy reminder 
closer to this due date. 
(7) A Final Report and a copy of the published material, either in full or 
abstract, must be provided at the end of the project. 
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Cancer Services in North West Tasmania 
 
INFORMATION for patients and family 
1. Invitation 
This study, being undertaken by researchers from the School of Health Sciences at the 
University of Tasmania, aims to determine how public policy affects the accessibility of 
cancer services in North West Tasmania and how patients or family have experienced these 
services.   
The Research Team consists of Sancia West, PhD Candidate, School of Health Science; 
Associate Professor Tony Barnett, Director of the Centre for Rural Health; Dr Elaine Crisp, 
Lecture, School of Health Science; Dr Elizabeth Shannon, Senior Lecturer, School of 
Medicine; and. The research is being conducted as part of the fulfillment of a PhD thesis by 
Mrs West. 
2. What is the purpose of this study? 
The goal of the research will be to inform policy makers about the accessibility of the system 
and to make practical recommendations about its improvement.  
3. Why have I been invited to participate? 
The purpose of the interviews is to discuss with patients, or with the direct carers of patients, 
such as parents, their experiences with accessing cancer services within or from North West 
Tasmania. We are therefore looking for people who are 18 years or over, who have either 
had a cancer diagnosis or been directly responsible for the care of someone who has had a 
cancer diagnosis, and resided in North West Tasmania at the time they accessed cancer 
services. Residents can be from any part of North West Tasmania, including King Island and 
the West Coast.  
Involvement in an interview is purely voluntary and there are no expectations placed on 
people to participate.  
4. What will I be asked to do? 
People who do agree to participate will be asked to participate as follows: 
§ A Participant code would be issued to you so that you are not identified directly. 
Please note that in a published report, such as a thesis, where direct quotations are 
used, some readers might be able to speculate or infer as to the identity of the 
participant. This is due, in some part, to the same population size of Tasmania. The 
risk associated with this is minimal however.  
§ A face-to-face interview with Sancia West will be arranged for a convenient time  
o This is anticipated to take 40-60 minutes 
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o A consent form will be discussed and signed at the start of the interview 
o The interview will be audiotaped to allow it to be transcribed 
o The interview can be postponed, cancelled or ceased by you at any time 
§ A transcript of the interview will be provided to you at your request and you can ask 
for any additions, alterations or deletions to the transcript to ensure it accurately 
represents your experiences 
Interviews can be conducted in your home or an alternative venue of your choice at a time 
that is most convenient to you. Sancia West will personally visit you to conduct the interview, 
regardless of your location, and residents of King Island and other remote locations are 
warmly welcomed to participate.  
The information will then be analyzed in conjunction with other interviews and any themes or 
recommendations identified may be included in the final written PhD thesis. Quotes from the 
interview may be used, however, all identities will be protected.  
5. Are there any possible benefits from participation in this study? 
Whilst there are no direct benefits offered in return for your participation, your experiences 
with the cancer system in Tasmania make you an invaluable source of information about the 
current system, which will assist in improving understanding.  
6. Are there any possible risks from participation in this study? 
Whilst every effort will be made to minimize possible risks during your participation, it is 
understood that the sensitive nature of some of the issues discussed may cause distress to 
some participants. If distress is felt at any time, the interview can be suspended, cancelled or 
postponed until a later time, and support can be accessed via the following services: 
SUPPORT SERVICES 
Cancer Council Tasmania: 1300 65 65 85 
North West Combined Cancer Support Group (Joy): 6425 8605 
Lifeline:  13 11 14 
Lifelink Samaritans: 1300 364 566 
CANTEEN: 6223 7550 
7. What if I change my mind during or after the study? 
If a participant changes their mind about their involvement in the research at any time they 
only need to alert a member of the Research Team of this. Participants are free to suspend, 
cancel or postpone their involvement at any time, including up to 4 weeks after the interview 
has been conducted.  
All data relating to the interview will be securely stored on a password-protected hard drive 
by Sancia West for a minimum of 5 years after the interview..  
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8. How will the results of the study be published? 
The final results of the interviews will be integrated into a PhD thesis, to be published in 
approximately late 2017. Results may also be included in oral and visual presentations made 
by the Research Team at relevant conferences and in associated presentations. However, 
confidentiality will be maintained at all times and identities will remain protected.  
The PhD thesis will be printed in hardcopy as well as digitally and stored at the University of 
Tasmania Library. 
9. What if I have questions about this study? 
If you have any questions relating to this research or your participation, or if you would like to 
participate, please contact Sancia West on 0455 040 508 or email at 
Sancia.West@utas.edu.au 
This study has been approved by the Tasmanian Health and Medical Human Research 
Ethics Committee.  If you have concerns or complaints about the conduct of this study 
should contact the Executive Officer of the HREC (Tasmania) Network on (03) 6226 6254 or 
email human.ethics@utas.edu.au.  The Executive Officer is the person nominated to receive 
complaints from research participants. You will need to quote H0015396. 




Document	Type	 Author	 Year	 No.	of	
Pages	
Conference	Paper	 Shannon,	E	 2010	 21	
Government	Report	 Contract	Review	Committee	 n.d.	 8	
	 Dept	of	Health	 2005	 7	
	 DHHS	 n.d.	 2	
	 DHHS	 2007	 180	
	 DHHS	 2012b	 20	
	 DHHS	 2014a	 34	
	 DHHS	 2014b	 16	
	 DHHS	 2015a	 74	
	 DHHS	 2015b	 92	
	 DLA	Phillips	Fox	 2010	 87	













Hansard	-	Federal	 Australia,	House	of	Representatives	 2010	 2	
Hansard	–	Tasmania	 Tasmania,	House	of	Representatives	 2010a	 64	
	 Tasmania,	House	of	Representatives	 2010b	 36	
	 Tasmania,	House	of	Representatives	 2010c	 82	
	 Tasmania,	Legislative	Council	 2011	 50	
Information	Sheet	 DHHS	 2009	 1	
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waged between medical professionals and policy 
makers opposed to a local service on one side and a 
handful of policy actors advocating for a local service 
on the other. Those in favour of a local radiation therapy 
service harnessed a sense of localism to project the 
perception of widespread community support for the 
proposal and secured funding commitments during the 
2010 Federal Election campaign.
Conclusions: There is evidence of bounded rationality 
from both the stakeholder and patient groups, as well 
as a strong sentiment of localism expressed by patients 
and community advocates. Through understanding this 
particular case, health service managers can determine 
how to better time and target messages to the general 
public and to policy makers during periods of proposed 
changes to health services.
Key words: radiation therapy services; health service 
management
Abstract
Objective: Describes where bounded rationality and 
localism are evident in the debate over the introduction 
of radiation therapy services in North West Tasmania 
and how this affected the delivery of the message from 
each side.
Design: Semi-structured interviews with stakeholders 
and patients/family over an eight month period in 2016 
are contrasted with viewpoints identified via document 
analysis.
Setting: North West Tasmania.
Main Outcome Measures: The mechanisms for policy 
change and the policy beliefs of each side are examined 
with the intention of understanding how bounded 
rationality and a sense of localism can combine to effect 
policy change.
Results: In the instance of radiation therapy services in 
North West Tasmania, a policy debate was originally 
Introduction
In essence, ‘bounded rationality involves the decision-
maker choosing an alternative intended not to maximise his 
values but to be satisfactory or good enough…(it) enables 
the administrator faced with a decision to simplify by not 
examining all possible alternatives’. [1, p.84] The concept 
of bounded rationality has been used to describe how 
information is sourced and prioritised in order to allow 
policy decisions to be made. Individuals are considered to be 
‘boundedly rational’, in that they wish to achieve a particular 
policy outcome but may be unsure of how to achieve this or 
how to process all the information relevant to the issue. [2] 
Originally pioneered by Simon, [3] bounded rationality rests 
on several principles, which include that people intend to be 
rational but cognitive and emotional limitations may make 
them act in non-rational ways, and that limited attention 
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enough’ to meet the minimum aspirational level they have 
attached to the issue.
The debate over the introduction of radiation therapy 
services into the North West (NW) Tasmanian region is an 
example of conflicting priorities: a community desire for 
more local services versus a stakeholder desire for more 
centralised services. Prior to 2016 the NW of Tasmania did 
not have a radiation therapy services and patients from this 
region were referred to Launceston or Hobart. A media-
driven representation of a community desire to have a 
regional radiation therapy service began to find traction 
during the 2000s. It was not until the Federal Election 
campaign of 2010 that funding was finally committed, in 
the highly marginal electorate of Braddon, which allowed 
the service to be built. [4]
The community desire for a local radiation therapy service 
could be seen as reflecting a deep sense of localism. Localism 
can result from a sense of shared identity and encourages 
members of the community to become involved in decision-
making on issues of local significance. [5] Engagement of 
the local community in decision-making could achieve, or 
add to, a balance between government and community 
needs or expectations.
The community desire for a local service was expressed 
in several ways, largely via media articles, a petition and 
a public forum held in 2010. This desire was in contrast to 
repeated statements by the medical community that a local 
service was not safe, sustainable or warranted [6-8] and by 
the State Government that the service needed to be fully 
funded before it could be considered sustainable. [9, 10] It 
was also in contrast to the perceived need for such a service 
by the medical community, given the small population 
size. [6] However, as discussed by Cairney, [11] efforts by 
any scientific community to challenge a proposed change 
based on technical or scientific evidence will fail unless two 
realities are achieved: that policymakers will never think like 
scientists; and that there is no point in the policy-making 
process where scientific evidence can be introduced to 
manifestly impact the result.
Stakeholders, patients and family members were 
interviewed to determine if examples of bounded rationality 
and a sense of localism were evident and contrasted these 
to the viewpoints stated in documents from the period of 
the policy debate. By aligning major actors with a particular 
side of the policy debate, this research examined the 
reasons behind the use of bounded rationality, the interplay 
between bounded rationality and localism, and how the 
medical community and State Government might have 
used an understanding of bounded rationality to better 
target their message to the general public.
Methods
To identify and understand instances of bounded rationality 
and localism, evidence was sourced from both semi-
structured interviews and document analysis. Documents 
were sourced from databases, search engines and manual 
searches and were limited to the year 2000 onwards in order 
provide a full decade of debate and consistency to develop 
prior to the funding commitment made in 2010. Documents 
included journal articles, government and non-government 
documents, Hansard, media articles, and media releases and 
statements made by political candidates, representative 
bodies and other stakeholders.
Interviews were conducted in 2016 with stakeholders, as 
well as patients and family members from NW Tasmania. 
A total of 38 participants were interviewed, comprising 15 
stakeholders in 14 interviews, with one interview involving 
an additional last minute participant, and 16 patients and 
seven family members across 18 interviews, where some 
spouses were interviewed together and one family member 
was interviewed without the patient present. Ethics approval 
was received from the Human Research Ethics Committee 
(Tasmania).
Stakeholders were initially identified from the document 
analysis and invited by letter to participate in an interview. 
Purposive snowball sampling was then used to identify 
further possible participants. Stakeholders included health 
bureaucrats, medical professionals, elected representatives, 
non-government organisation representatives and 
committee members. Questions related to the identification 
of actors and policies that impacted on the design and 
delivery of cancer services.
An opt-in system was used for recruitment of cancer 
patients and family, with advertising displayed in the 
local newspapers, health centres and community centres. 
Interested parties could then contact to express interest in 
participating. Participants were restricted to those over the 
age of 18 who were or had been a diagnosed cancer patient
or were the direct family member or carer of a patient. 
Questions asked during interviews related to the accessibility 
of the system and suggestions for improving accessibility.
Interview transcripts and documents were read and 
stakeholders were grouped by profession, with patients 
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to determine the major beliefs held by each, which were 
then examined for any perceived instance of boundedly 
rational behaviour or an expressed sense of localism.
This process involved establishing the scientific evidence 
presented on the case for radiation therapy services in NW 
Tasmania and comparing this with the beliefs and actions 
of policymakers and the local community and the stated 
rationale for these.
Results
The document analysis and interviews provide preliminary 
evidence of one coalition only, constituting state 
health policy actors – including health bureaucrats or 
representatives of the State Government – and the health 
profession. This coalition was bound together by three 
distinct beliefs:
1.  Safety and Sustainability: patient safety is  
 compromised if a service cannot be sustained  
 financially or properly resourced.
The cancer instance in Tasmania is increasing because 
of an ageing population but it hasn’t gotten to the level 
where it would sustain four linear accelerators in the north 
of the state, it will only sustain just under three. So one of 
the machines in Launceston will close down and the one in 
Burnie will open. (Stakeholder 5)
The viability and safety of an isolated single machine 
radiation oncology unit in the north-west will become a 
possibility when the critical mass of high specialised staff 
is achieved at the Launceston General Hospital’s Holman 
Clinic with its third linear accelerator, if cancer rates grow 
as projected, and if referrals of people with cancer for 
radiation oncology reach the nationally recommended 
rate of 52.3 per cent. [12, p.45-46]
2.  Recruitment and Retention: recruiting and retaining  
 specialist medical staff is an issue for the NW and  
 would impact sustainability.
It is expected to be more difficult to recruit to the North West 
Coast and one of the potential risks with a new North West 
centre is that specialised staff attracted to this area may 
come from within the existing staff at the LGH. This may 
produce a situation where both centres are understaffed. 
[13, p.2]
The major difficulty will be the recruitment and retention 
of the highly specialised staff necessary to implement and 
maintain the service. Such a service requires radiation 
oncologists, specialised nurses, radiation therapists, 
engineers, medical physicists and other technical staff. All 
of these personnel are in short supply in Australia. [6]
3.  Travel, Transport and Accommodation: providing  
 assistance for patients to travel was a solution to lack 
of access. 
I actually don’t think that distance in Tasmania is a 
critical  issue… if people have greater awareness and 
understanding then the very small distances that we 
need to travel in Tasmania pale into insignificance. 
(Stakeholder 3B)
But there are still patients who still need to travel… So if 
they do have to travel it’s about policy decisions making 
it easier for them to stay overnight and their support 
person. So it’s about equity of access not equality of 
access. (Stakeholder 6)
These beliefs showed a focus on the machinations of 
delivering a radiation therapy service and the prioritisation 
of patient care over geographic accessibility. These beliefs 
were demonstrated through evidence on the need for a 
service and the capacity for it to be delivered in terms of 
human and financial capital, rather than emotive statements.
What the results did not show, however, was any indication 
of a competing coalition. There were some shared beliefs 
amongst members of the community around travel being 
a burden and around the notion of equity. However, there 
was no group who advocated consistently for a regional 
service and came together in non-trivial action. There was 
one person who organised a petition and a forum. There 
was one journalist who wrote at least 18 articles framing the 
issue as one of great importance to the NW and involving 
significant community involvement:
The cancer centre fight is an example of how the politics 
and lobbyists with vested interests can stack the argument. 
Politicians did not expect everyone in the region almost 
to a man, woman and child to back up time and again 
and refuse to budge from a collective demand to have the 
cancer centre built in Burnie. [14, p.10]
However, their efforts were made in isolation to each other 
and with no evidence of community involvement. So how 
can there be a major change in policy, designed to serve the 
needs of the community, when no community demand is 
evident? The results suggest that bounded rationality may 
have guided policy decision-making in order to facilitate 
community expectations.
This is highlighted by one member of a non-government 
organisation involved in cancer services, who stated: 
‘There have been times when politics have overridden really 
what is in the best interests of the client…elections have forced 
particular policies to be enacted.’ (Stakeholder 2) 
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Another, being a senior specialist, stated:
 ‘…money has been inappropriately apportioned to 
different bits of the state which means that they can’t 
actually provide any proper service anywhere…those sorts 
of policy decisions are absolutely nonsense.’ (Stakeholder 
3A) 
The results also showed some strong signs of localism 
amongst the NW community, even if it was not necessarily 
demonstrated through a formal, active coalition or lobby 
group.
Stakeholder 1 was heavily involved in lobbying for radiation 
therapy services and stated that there was a considerable 
feeling in the NW that they miss out because they don’t 
have a critical mass. The participant stated that forcing NW 
residents to travel for radiation treatment was unfair and 
that a local service needed to be built to deliver equity. ‘If 
people needed to come from Melbourne to Burnie for treatment 
an hour’s flight and back is less than having to go through to 
Launceston or Hobart. So there is a possibility of expanding the 
clientele’. To summarise, their argument was that people
from the NW should not be made to travel to Launceston 
(being as little as 50 minutes away) but that people from 
Victoria could travel to NW Tasmania to receive treatment 
and that this was acceptable. This points to the irrationality 
and contradictory nature of some beliefs, consistent with 
the notion of boundedly rational decision-making.
Interestingly, not all the patients interviewed showed a 
strong sense of localism. Indeed, some were quite vocal in 
their opposition. One patient stated: 
‘Regional parochialism has, for want of a better word, 
buggered the hospital system in Tasmania… They’ve 
wasted so much money where they could have a damn 
good helicopter service.’ (Patient 12)
Discussion
The health and policy coalition could, in terms of bounded 
rationality, be seen as the ‘scientific community’ in this 
particular health sphere. They were the medical professionals
and health bureaucrats who understood intimately the 
service and its complexities. The Tasmania Government 
(as a state health policy actor) should therefore have been 
both a coalition member as well as a policy maker, thereby 
strengthening the link between the ‘scientific community’ 
and the decision-making authority. This was true in essence. 
However the Federal Government’s takeover of the issue in 
the 2010 Federal Election, by committing Federal funding 
for a state responsibility, changed the dynamics so that the 
true policymaking power lay with the most hierarchically 
superior level of government.
The absence of a second coalition to lobby for policy change 
leads to the question of whether change was agitated for 
by something or someone other than a consumer coalition. 
There is a possible role of the media in framing and 
promoting the issue of radiation therapy services, giving the 
impression of widespread community support when little 
more than general community interest existed. Or it could 
even be that the media, in a demonstration of bounded 
rationality, stated that there was a community desire for this 
radiation therapy service. However, in reality there is little 
evidence of having been a ‘community desire’ at all when it 
came to this issue.
In terms of understanding the actions of policymakers, 
bounded rationality can be seen. Acting on the desire to be 
elected or re-elected, the political parties vying for power 
in the 2010 Federal Election gathered enough information 
to form the basis of a decision, one that could win public 
support. This decision was that the community desired a 
radiation therapy service in the NW and that building a 
service in that region was the pre-packaged solution. Other 
alternatives, regardless of how clearly they were articulated 
or how strongly these were promoted by the ‘experts’ in the 
field, could not find traction in the midst of this boundedly 
rational decision-making.
But would this change have occurred without the 
intervention of the Federal Government? The evidence here 
is mixed. On one hand, Braddon was a marginal seat in what
was going to be a close election. On the other hand, funding 
had previously been concentrated on the Launceston 
service, including a 2007 commitment that led to a third 
linear accelerator there. Significantly, discussion over 
the possible funding of radiation therapy services only 
became noticeable after a petition was presented to State 
Parliament in 2010 on the eve of a public forum in the lead 
up to the election. This indicates that the move from no 
radiation therapy to a radiation therapy service reached a 
marked increase in momentum during the Federal election 
campaign of 2010, after no clear timeline from the State 
Government for achieving this change. Indeed, part of the 
decision to place a third linear accelerator in Launceston, 
rather than establishing a service in the NW, had come down 
to issues of sustainability and recruitment, indicating the 
State Government concurred with the views of the health 
community. [13] Therefore, change was clearly instigated at 
a Federal level.
Understanding the reality of bounded rationality in 
policymaking allows health professionals and those involved 
in health policy to be more strategic in what they say and 
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when they say it. As Cairney [11] states, there is no one point 
in the policy process at which scientists or experts can step 
in and have a significant effect on the outcome. The process 
is more chaotic, more emotive and less logical than that. By
understanding the limitations to a policymaker’s 
receptiveness to new information, even in the face of credible 
new information, health experts can target messages more
effectively.
Skinner [15] discusses the idea of being more strategic using 
the concept of  ‘defensive localism’ to discuss proposed 
changes to local health networks in Canada. Some of the 
networks affected, rather than fighting the changes, used 
the opportunity to secure additional funding in return for 
their acquiescence. Therefore, if health professionals or 
managers could frame the issue in terms of what the affected 
groups might be able to secure or gain if they supported 
evidence-based changes then these groups might take 
that opportunity. Likewise, health professionals and 
management might realise that their organisations are the 
ones needing to acquiesce and could use this understanding 
to bargain for a better outcome. The consequence of using 
this understanding and being more strategic with policy 
actions may well mean a more safe and sustainable service 
for patients, even if that patient group is seemingly lobbying 
for a different outcome.
Conclusion
This paper has examined how political strategy used to 
win support in a marginal seat during a marginal election 
reveals the use of boundedly rational decision-making in 
the establishment of radiation therapy services. The efforts 
of the scientific community, namely health bureaucrats 
and health professionals, were to highlight the lack of 
sustainability and safety in such a service and the ongoing 
issues of recruiting and retaining specialist oncology and 
radiation therapy staff. The Tasmanian Government had also 
refrained from moving forward on establishing a radiation 
therapy service in the NW for the same reasons. It was not 
until the commitments made by the Federal Government 
in 2010 that the Tasmanian Government was left with no 
choice but to proceed.
Yet, the decision to commit funding does not appear to be 
based on any evidence presented that there was a need 
for this service in the NW region. The evidence, indeed, 
supported the contrary. What was evident was a sense 
of localism in the region that made the establishment of 
radiation therapy services a pre-packaged solution aimed at
meeting the aspirational objectives of the Federal 
Government to be re-elected in 2010. This article provides 
health service professionals and managers with an 
opportunity to understand the political, boundedly rational 
motivations that underpin policy change and the incorporate 
this understanding into their own policy objectives.
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